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William F. Caton,
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

September 20, 1994

Re: Ex Parte Meeting - - C.C. Docket No. 92-166

Dear Mr. Caton:

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R.
§ 1.1206, I hereby notify the Commission that Douglas G. Dwyre,
President of Globalstar, Kevin J. Kelley, and I met with Commissioner
Rachelle Chong and Jane Mago on September 20, 1994. We discussed
the matters addressed in the attached letter, dated September 13,
1994.

Please direct inquiries concerning this matter to me at (301)805­
0373.

Respectfully s

~
Dale Gallimore
Counsel

cc: Commissioner Rachelle Chong
Jane Mago
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Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. Room 222
Washington. DC 20554

RE: CO Docke~ No. 92.1A6

Dear ~{r, Caton:

On behalf of LoraIlQUALCOMM Partnership, L.P. ("LQP"). we are writing
to express the initial views of LQP on the "Joint Proposal and Settlement
Arreement" recently filed in the above-referenced docket by Constellation
Communications. Inc., l\~obile Communications Holdin~, Inc.• Motorola Satellite
Comsr.un1C!atinns. Inc.. and TRW Inc. (collectively, "the Joint Applicants").

0\.

Over two months ago, the Commission 8ugpsted that the five LEO MSS
Above 1 GHz applicants should resolve among themselves the. spectrum sharing
issues raised in the Ngtic§ of rr;poseciRulema,kina in this docket. As the
Commission is aware, LQP participated in the eft"orts to work out a settlement
agreement with the other applicants. Even atier disoussion. Rxpanded into areas
outside the scope of the .pectrum sharing issues raised in the ~M) LQP
continued to work with the other MSS LEO applicants in an attempt to find an
accommodation for each party's particular interests.

The other four applicants have now reached an agreement which LQP was
unable tu join. In fact, the Joint Proposal includes certain recommendations
which. if adopted~ would impair the operation of MBS systems as well ail the
United States' leadership role in the MSS industry.

LQP does agree with the Joint Applicants on the domestic band-sharing
plan outlined in ItGm 1 of the Joint Proposal. Resolving this issue is a major step
toward. licensing the U.S. MSS systems because it avoids mutual exclusivity
among the the LEO MSS applicllnts.
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LQP cannot, howover, ape with the Joint Applicants' requirement tor
"Ilobal spectrum band 98cmentation .hating" or the treatD18nt of the secondary
downlink in the proposed emissions malt tor the CDMAlI'DMA .egmenta. Theso
matters are outside the scope of this proceeding, and are not neces8ary to address
in order to resolve the iuue of mutual exclusivity in this docket.

Item 1;.jIand Sharing &n

LQP aln'Se. with the Joint Applicants on the proposed band-sharing plan
outlined in Item 1 of the Joint Proposal (except for the laqua,e subjecting the
plan to "Scotions 3, 5, 6 and 7" of the Joint Proposal)•. This domestic band­
Iharmw plan Provides a workable solution to the isauel of intraservice sharing in
the MSS uplink frequencies. LQP joins the Joint Applicants in recommending
adoption of this band-aharing plan.

Tho flve LEO applicant. are now in Accord on the Commission's proposal to
-hare the 1610.0-1826.5 MHz band as proposed in the~. i.e., 11.35 MHz for
the CnMA systems and 3.1~ MHz tor the TDMA system, Allci also ap'.e that
.haring of the entire 16.5 MHz of the S-band downlink is necelsary for the CDMA
systems. ThUI, LQP acrees with the Joint Applicants that adoption of the
speotrum sharinr plan in Item 101 the Joint Proposal would avoid mutual
exclusivity among the MSS LEO applicants.

This is an important bre~throulh. It resolve. the malt critical iasue in
this proceeding. eliminates the Deed for the Commission to use other procedures to
license MSS applicants, and expeditaa the deployment of MSS systems.

As noted above, there are two proposals o£ the Joint Applicant; with which
LQP stroDlly and firmly disaerees: the lo·called "I'lobalspectrum band
seem-entation sharing requirement" and the proposed principles to iOvern an out­
of-band amissions Mask between the CDMA and TDMA segments in the L-band
uplink.

Item i: GlobilBand Seem.mtatian

Adoption of pmpoaed Item 7. a dobal band sePlentanon requirement. is
not only outside the scope of this proceedinil but alao would pose a .erious threat
to the leadenhip role of the United States in the U1tematicmal MSS eommunity.
Such a rule is likely to be interpreted as contravening international
telecommunications procedures and by-pUling the jurild1ction ot toreign
administrations nVQr international MSS systems operatmc within their territories.
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By recommendina adoption of a rlebal band seimentation sharing rule. the
Joint Applicants are asking the Commission to establish a worldwide spectrum
plan to which every administration utilizing the U.S. applicants' systems around
the world would be bound. This is not only bad public policy, it violates the
Commission's own firm position that it will not try to dictate spectrum rules to
other nations. As the Commission recovmzed in the NPRM. the applicability of
any U.S. band sharma plan outside the United States "will necessarily depend
~pon authorizations pl1nted by the countries concerned." treBMI £) FCC Red
1094, 1111 n. sa (1994). AI the Commission has also recognized, it is a basic tenet
of international telecommunications policy that "all decisions relating to the
implementation of 1.6/2.4 GHz mobile-satellite service within a countn"s territory
will remain..solely within that country's jurisdiction and control." IsL at 1140.

LQP agrees with the Commission on these international policies, and.
therefore, must disajree with the Joint Applicants' call for a global spectrum
segmentation sharini plan imposed by the United States. Resolution 46. adopted
at the 1992 World Administrative Radio Conference, established a procedure for
coordination of LEO MSS systems, and there is no rCl1son to substitute a U.S.
rule. As Motorola itself stated in its Reply Comments (at 41) in this proceeding
regarding Resolution 46, "[a]ny effort to prejudge international coordination of
U.S, systems outside this procedure would be duplicative, uninformed and futile."

Item 6: Emissions Mask

LQP also disagrees with the Joint Applicants on the principles proposed for
development of an out-of-band emissions mask between the CDMA and TDMA L,
band sefD1ents (Item 6). As the Commission is well aware, this issue was not
raised in thG~. It i. an issue which involves the technical desi;n ot mobilo
earth stations to be used with MSS systems, and should be addressed in a blanket
licensini proceeding for such transceiver•.

Moreover, contrary to the rules and policies of the International
Telecommunication Union, the Joint Appliaanh iUiieat that all MSS systems
should be obligated to attempt to protect secondary downlink transmissions in the
1613.8·1626.0 MHz band, which would, in etl'ect, live primary status to the
allocation for 1\188 downlinks in that band. There is no reason for the Commission
to modify unilaterally an allocation which was adopted internationally at WARC­
92. Indeed. thiA "Etcondary alloeatiol2 was just recently adopted in the United
States, 9 FCC Red 536, 589·40 (1994), and could not be modmed without a
,eparate notice and comment procedure Lo modify the U.S. Table of Frequency
Allocations.
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With reapact to the other itema in the Joint PmpolUlI, LQP baa provided
the Commi••ion with thorough lepl and technical auly.e. of each ialue in its
Comments and Reply Commentl1Ued in thi8 docket OD May fS and June 20,
:e.pectively. LQP reafBrml it. positions contained in those !ling., and stands
ready and wi1linI to provide any further information which the Commission or its
Staff may de,ir. in Ii,ht ot the Joint Proposal.

While LQP camwt ap1t1t with the leCommendatioDa of the Joint Applicants
on the aloba! band Hpr1entation and emillio118 mask flsUla, LQP conmms that it
supports the domestic spectrum-shariq plan outlined in Item. 1 of the Joint
Propolal as do the other appJit'Antli. Accordinlb'. LQP respectfully recommends
adoption of the rules proposed in Item 1 to implement this plan and thereby avoid
mutual exchulivity among the five LEO MBS applicaDta.

Respectfully submitted,

LORAIJQUALCOMM PARTNERSHIP, L.P.

L..J L;. A. n,~ l~~)
Leslie A. Taylor
LeI1ie Taylor Associates
6800 Carlyzm Court
Bethelda, MD 20817·4302
(301) 229-9341

Attorneys for LorallQUALCOltll\I
ParmcrshiP, L.P.

cc: Attached Service List


